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Appel | ant has appealed to the Board fromthe exam ner’s
final rejection of clains 1, 7 and 18, which constitute al

the clains remaining in the application.

Representative claim 18 is reproduced bel ow

18. A nethod of determ ning canera-induced scene changes
in a sequence of visual information-bearing franes
constituting a single shot, said nmethod conprising the steps
of :

(a) generating a signal representing canera-induced
noti on between each of a plurality of pairs of frames wthin a
singl e camera shot;

(b) summing a plurality of the signals for a plurality of
pairs of frames to forma first cunul ative signal; and

(c) generating an indicator signal that indicates a scene

change when the first cunul ative signal neets a certain
decision criterion.

The follow ng references are relied on by the exam ner:

Gove 5, 099, 322 Mar. 24,
1992
M yat ake et al. (M yatake) 5,267,034 Nov. 30, 1993

Claims 1, 7 and 18 stand rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103.
As evi dence of obviousness, the exam ner relies upon Gove in

vi ew of M yat ake.
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Rat her than repeat the positions of the appellant and the
exam ner, reference is made to the brief and the answer for

the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

For all the reasons expressed by the exam ner in the
answer, and for the additional reasons presented here, we wll
sustain the prior art rejection of clainms 1, 7 and 18 under 35
Uus.C
§ 103. Inasmuch as we are in agreenent with the well-reasoned
positions and | egal -factual analysis of the teachings of the
references done by the examner, we will not for the sake of
brevity repeat that which has clearly been set forth in the
answer. To round-out the exam ner’s detail ed analysis of the
claimed invention and appellant’s argunents, we add the
fol | ow ng.

Begi nning in the background invention discussion of CGove
at colum 1, lines 49 through 58, canera notion was a known
factor in determ ning scene changes in a sequence of inmages.

| ndeed, this portion of Gove introduces the concept that at
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| east with respect to a pixel-to-pixel difference of two
successi ve i mages, such may be followed by a threshold
operation to yield a notion gradient. At colum 2, lines 34
t hrough 37, Gove indicates that when scenes involve canera
nmotion his system may use nore conplicated algorithnms in which
objects are detected and tracked in the scene. Colums 3 and
4 discuss certain design criteria that may exist in the design
of an overall scene change detection system as expressed in
the title of Gove’'s patent as to whether they will or will not
be included in the final overall system O these, the
exi stence of a canera notion sense ability is one the design
criteria options discussed.

The teachi ngs of Gove are nuch nore significant than even
t he exam ner appears to realize. The discussion beginning at
colum 4, line 48 indicates that as a part of determ ning
notion, the spatio-tenporal analysis capability as known in
the art included the capability of the sunmation of pixel
values in a detection zone. This is discussed in greater
detail at colum 5 as recognized by the exam ner. Thus, the

determ nati on of such a notion gradient, as we indicated was
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known in the art from Gove's discussion at colum 1 and being
based upon a threshold, in Gove al one conports with the notion
of generating an indicator signal when the cunul ative signal
arrived at "nmeets a certain decision criterion or threshold."
The di scussion with respect to the decision nodule 80
begi nning at colum 6, line 15, indicates that a nore conpl ex
system may include a determ nation whether the canera i s not
stationary. |In discussing this portion of Gove, appell ant
remarks at the bottom of page 5 of the brief that "the ’ 322
reference recogni zes that the presence of canera notion may be
sonething that effects the determ nation of a scene change."
We do not regard the teachings so isolated by us in this
deci sion and all of those recognized by the exam ner and noted
in the answer as teaching that a camera notion characteristic
is irrelevant or uninportant or anbiguous. Having said this,
we do not understand appellant’s assertion at the bottom of
page 6 and the top of page 7 of the brief that Gove fails to
show or suggest the use of canera notion as a criterion for

detecting scene changes.
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We agree with the basic position set forth by the
exam ner in which the exam ner clearly shows that Gove is not
concerned with the details of canera notion sensing but does
indicate clearly that canmera notion is a factor to be
determ ned in scene change determ nations as set forth in
Gove's own title. The details of canmera induced notion
sensing are provided by Myatake. The focus of CGove's
teachi ngs i s upon scene change detection systens in which the
scene changes within the video images per se. Appellant’s
additional assertion at the top of page 7 of the brief that
Gove does not show or suggest the use of cunul ative val ues of
canmera notion for any purpose whatsoever is consistent with
the examner’'s position of the statement in the rejection and
anal ysis in the answer, since the exam ner relies upon
M yat ake and not Gove for the teaching value of cumul ative
determ nations for any factors affecting canera notion.

Finally, appellant asserts at page 7 of the brief:

In regard to the 034 reference, this reference

sinply discloses one exanple of a nethod for

determ ning notion paraneters that may be used by

the present invention. |In fact, Appellant discloses

on page 17, line 21 - page 18, line 17 a nunber of

other simlar nethods that may be used. Appell ant
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makes no representation that the present invention

di scl oses a new net hod of determ ning notion

paranmeters. Appellant’s invention lies in the

realization that the cunul ative value of such notion

paranmeters over a series of franes may be used as a

criterion to detect scene changes.
In the same manner that we have indicated earlier that Gove
indicates that it was known in the art to himto establish
t hreshol d val ues and performcertain signal summations to
determ ne scene changes generally, Myatake’ s teachings, as
argued by the examner, clearly indicate that cumul ative
val ues of notion paranmeters nay be utilized to determ ne scene
changes over a series of franmes of i1nmages as neasured agai nst
a variable threshold value. M yatake s discussion
characterizes "canmera works" as zoom ng and panning notions in
the context of his disclosure. Therefore, not only do we find
ourselves in agreement with the exam ner’s basic reasoning
process in conbining the teaching value of both references
relied upon, it appears, fromthe above quoted portion, that
appellant is in general agreenent with this assessnent.

In view of the forgoing, the decision of the exam ner

rejecting clains 1, 7 and 18 under 35 U S.C. §8 103 is

af firned.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection wth this appeal

§ 1.136(a).
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